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Título: Investigando el papel mediador de la seguridad en lo social en la re-
lación entre el perdón y la satisfacción por la vida. 
Resumen: El propósito de este estudio consiste en investigar el efecto me-
diador de la seguridad en lo social sobre la relación entre la satisfacción por 
la vida y el perdón. Los participantes son 311 alumnos de universidad que 
completaron una encuesta que incluye la Escala de Rasgos Caritativos, la 
Escala de Seguridad y Placer en lo social y la Escala de Satisfacción por la 
vida. Según los resultados, la satisfacción por la vida y la satisfacción por la 
vida fueron positivamente predichos por la seguridad en lo social. Por otro 
lado, la satisfacción por la vida se predijo positivamente por la seguridad en 
lo social. Además la seguridad en lo social medió en la relación entre per-
dón y satisfacción por la vida. Los resultados se discutten a la luz de la lite-
ratura relacionada y se dan recomendaciones sobre esta área.  
Palabras clave: Seguridad en lo social; satisfacción por la vida; perdón; ca-
ridad; análisis de regresión jerárquica. 
  Abstract: The aim of the present study is to examine the mediating effect 
of social safeness on the relationship between forgiveness and life satisfac-
tion. Participants were 311 university students who completed a question-
naire package that included the Trait Forgiveness Scale, the Social Safeness 
and Pleasure Scale, and the Life Satisfaction Scale. According to the results, 
social safeness and life satisfaction were predicted positively by forgiveness. 
On the other hand, life satisfaction was predicted positively by social safe-
ness. In addition, social safeness mediated on the relationship between for-
giveness and life satisfaction. The results were discussed in the light of the 
related literature and dependent recommendations to the area were given. 






For a human being, one of the most important developmen-
tal tasks is to create and maintain close, enduring, and satis-
fying relationships. In other words, individuals are motivated 
to remain in relationship with others (relatedness) and the 
quality of these interpersonal relations is crucial to personali-
ty and social development (Blatt & Blass, 1996). However, in 
addition to the motivation of individuals to stay together, 
there are also possibilities of encountering some hurtful 
events and situations (Fincham, 2000). In the aftermath of a 
hurtful event, people experience negative emotions such as 
anger, resentment, and disappointment and these emotions 
cause avoidance or vengeance. On the contrary of the 
avoidance or feeling of vengeance there is an individual‟s 
motive to continue being linked to others. This motive was 
called as forgiveness which has an important role in the cop-
ing of such negative emotions (McCullough et al., 1998).  
Through the human history, forgiveness has been con-
sidered as a key factor to repair offending behaviors and 
negative situations experienced in interpersonal relationships 
(Hargrave & Sells, 1997). By leaving aside the fight with the 
person and incident that unjustly hurt them, forgiving peo-
ple are willingness to forego anger and their rights to judge 
the offending person and to act in the same way to that per-
son. Forgiveness is a process to try to sense feelings toward 
the offending person that they do not deserve such as com-
passion, generosity, and love, and is an unconditional situa-
tion related to acceptance that offended person offers to the 
offending person (Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2000).  
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Forgiveness has been defined by Hargrave and Sells 
(1997) as an individual‟s permission to reinstate trust in the 
relationship even though the person was subjected to hurtful 
behavior and the ability of both offending and offended in-
dividuals to discuss this hurtful behavior to improve their re-
lationship. The basic motives underlying forgiveness are di-
minished revenge and avoidance with increased benevolence 
and good will towards the person committed the offense 
(McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997). Forgiveness is 
also based on the change in the motives of revenge, avoid-
ance from the offending person, and kindness toward that 
person that emerges when the individual is offended. 
To forgive somebody's offence, it is required to replace 
the sense of vengeance of the offended person with feelings 
of tolerance and empathy in order to improve the damaged 
relationship. Nonetheless forgiveness does not require the 
denial of past errors and covering of errors and the process 
forgiveness is neither the ignoring of unfairness nor trans-
formation of justice into revenge (Rodden, 2003). Research-
ers have suggested that forgiveness should be differentiated 
from condoning, excusing, pardoning, forgetting and that 
forgiveness is distinct from reconciliation (McCullough, 
2000).  
In various studies, forgiveness has been found positively 
related to empathy, general religiousness (Tsang & Stanford, 
2006), gratitude (McCullough, Emmons, & Tsang, 2002), 
positive affect (Maltby, Day, & Barber, 2004), hope, self-
esteem, reduced anxiety, and low level depression (Al-
Mabuk, Enright, & Cardis, 1995; Freedman & Enright, 1996; 
Hebl & Enright, 1993; Karremans, Van Lange, Ouwerkerk, 
& Kluwer, 2003; Maltby, Macaskill, & Day, 2001;). It also 
has been shown to has negative relationships with anger ru-
mination, thoughts of revenge (Barber, Maltby, & Macaskill, 
2005), and neuroticism (Maltby, et al., 2001; Walker & Gor-
such, 2002). Similarly, when compared with unforgiving in-
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dividuals, forgiving individuals were found to have better 




Social safeness was defined as people‟s experiences and 
perceptions about their social world as safe, warm, and 
soothing which are related feelings of belonging and ac-
ceptance from others (Gilbert et al., 2009). It differs from 
both need to belong in that social safeness is considered an 
emotional experience, while the need to belong mostly 
viewed as a motivational construct (Baumeister & Leary 
1995; Kelly, Zuroff, Leybman, & Gilbert, 2012) and from 
social support since the social support has been perceived 
mostly as a cognitive construct (Kelly et al., 2012). On the 
other hand social safeness does share some similar proper-
ties with both social support and need to belong and there-
fore people who perceived high levels of sense of social 
support and who are fulfilled in their need to belong would 
also have elevated levels of social safeness (Kelly et al., 
2012). Regarding to, social safeness plays a positive and facil-
itative role on the well-being of individuals (Kelly et al., 
2012). Individuals with higher level of sense of social safe-
ness tend to think creatively, manage problems more effec-
tively, and act in a more pro-social manner. In contrary peo-
ple who have difficulty in accessing social safeness are more 
vulnerable to psychological problems because they are fear-
ful of compassion from others (Gilbert, 2005; Gilbert et al., 
2009).  
People who consider other people in their society as 
trustful and who have sense of safe about their social life are 
also have more optimistic thoughts about their own power 
to change their life and tend to be happier with how their 
life is going (Rothstein & Uslaner, 2005). However individu-
als who feel socially insecure have problems involving in so-
cial activities, have restricted social lives, and have more 
tendencies to use Internet frequently (Griffiths, 2000). Stud-
ies indicated that sense of social safeness is positively related 
to self-esteem and secure attachment (Kelly et al., 2012). So-
cial safeness was found on the other hand related negatively 
to depression, anxiety, hostility, self-criticism, preoccupied, 
fearful, and dismissing attachment, paranoid traits, border-
line traits (Gilbert, 2010; Kelly et al., 2012), submissive be-




Life satisfaction, a cognitive appraisal of one‟s life quality 
and depends on one‟s cognitive and subjective evaluation 
(Gilman & Huebner, 2003), has considered as an important 
measure for psychological health and subjective well-being 
and (Pavot & Diener, 2008). Life satisfaction was described 
by Frisch (2000) as “excellence or goodness in aspects of life 
that go beyond mere subsistence, survival, and longevity” (p. 
208). It also shows the extent to how much people‟s life is 
satisfying their physical and psychological desires (Demerou-
ti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2000). These desires can 
be reflected in many different aspects of life such as friends, 
work, family, and school (Rostami & Abedi, 2012).  
Studies have shown that life satisfaction plays a buffer 
role against the development of psychopathology (Suldo & 
Huebner, 2004) and people with high level of life satisfac-
tion are less likely to experience psychological and physical 
symptoms (Siahpush, Spittal, & Singh, 2008). In these stud-
ies life satisfaction was found positively related to happiness, 
optimism (Sapmaz & Doğan, 2012), marital adjustment 
(Çelik & Tümkaya, 2012), self-esteem (Yiğit, 2012), emo-
tional intelligence (Palmer, Walls, Burgess, & Stough, 2001), 
perceived social support (Edwards & Lopez 2006), hope 
(Bailey et al., 2007), positive affectivity (Busseri et al., 2007), 
ego strength, and positivism (Diener, Napa-Scollon, Oishi, 
Dzoketo, & Suh, 2000). Life satisfaction was negatively as-
sociated with loneliness (Goodwin, Cook, & Yung, 2001), 
automatic thoughts (Bulut, 2007), perceived stress (Ex-
tremera et al., 2009), and depression (Wong & Lim, 2009). 
 
Social Safeness as a Mediator  
 
Forgiveness is a human strength and represents positive 
psychological responses to interpersonal harms and pro-
motes social relationships (Bono & McCullough, 2006). For-
giveness also contributes to well-being mainly from its po-
tential to help people maintain supportive safe and close re-
lationships (Karremans et al., 2003). In addition, forgiveness 
is positively related to some adaptive constructs such as op-
timistic thinking, self-efficacy, and especially social support 
(Thoresen, Harris, & Luskin, 2000). Results of these studies 
have generally demonstrated the positive associations of for-
giveness with adaptive academic outcomes. What remains 
uncertain is whether common social processes underlie these 
relations; and, no study has systematically investigated medi-
ators of the association between forgiveness and life satisfac-
tion. To fully understand which factors contribute to devel-
opment of forgiveness, it must be well-understood how and 
why forgiveness might impact social safeness and life satis-
faction. Thus, in the current study it was proposed to test 
the role of social safeness in mediating the effect of for-
giveness on life satisfaction. 
Social safeness may well be one of the variables which 
mediate the relationship between forgiveness and life satis-
faction for several reasons: First of all, social safeness is pos-
itively correlated with self-esteem and negatively with self-
criticism (Kelly et al., 2012) and therefore decreases vengeful 
thinking and increases forgiveness because vengeful cogni-
tions are related to restoring self-worth (Cota-Mckinley et 
al., 2001) and these cognitions might be motivated by the 
goal of saving face (Mccullough et al., 2001). Second, indi-
viduals with feelings of social safeness were less likely to be 
fearful and insecure in their attachment style which may be 
related to under-activation of the soothing-affiliation system 
(Gilbert, 2005; Kelly et al., 2012; Liotti, 2000). Thus, people 
who are calm (in other words, whose soothing-affiliation 
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system is active) have not hostile attribution style and are 
more likely to forgive somebody's offence (Bies & Tripp, 
2005; Tripp et al., 2002). Third social safeness was found 
negatively associated with paranoid tendencies that include 
being skeptical of others‟ intentions and monitoring others‟ 
behavior with suspicion (Kelly et al., 2012), and ultimately 
aspiring to “teach the so-called enemy a lesson”. Thus peo-
ple with social safeness view others‟ attitudes and behaviors 
with openness and trust (Kelly et al., 2012) and thereby in-
crease the possibility of forgiveness. Also, reduced distress 
and increased life satisfaction may be a byproduct of social 
safeness which is characterized by feelings of warmth, con-
nectedness, and contentment (Kelly et al., 2012). Taken to-
gether, these suggestions indicate that social safeness may be 
a key process underlying the relationships between for-
giveness and life satisfaction. Therefore, people with higher 
level of forgiveness may also have lower level of social safe-
ness. This may be partly due to the fact that people with 
high levels of sense of forgiveness may easily establish close 
relationships which allows them to feel high levels sense of 
life satisfaction.  
Considering the studies demonstrating the relationships 
of forgiveness, social safeness, and life satisfaction with indi-
ces of psychological, social, and cognitive well-being, it 
seems possible that social safeness may be enhanced by for-
giveness and thus it also may help to improve life satisfac-
tion. In the light of the reciprocal relationships between for-
giveness, social safeness, and life satisfaction with other vari-
ables that have been demonstrated by previous research, 
forgiveness may influence to life satisfaction via social safe-
ness. The purpose of current research is to investigate the 
mediating effect of social safeness as well as the associations 
of forgiveness, social safeness, and life satisfaction. In this 
study it was hypothesized that forgiveness would positively 
associate with social safeness and with life satisfaction and 
social safeness would be positively related to life satisfaction. 
It was also expected that social safeness would mediate the 






The participants were 311 university students (171 (55%) 
were female and 140 (45%) were male) enrolled in various 
undergraduate programs at a mid-size state university, Tur-
key. Their ages ranged from 18 to 26 and GPA scores 
ranged from 1.99 to 3.73. Of the participants, 90 (29%) were 
first-year students, 87 (28%) were second-year students, 99 
(32%) were third- year students, and 35 (11%) were fourth-




Trait Forgiveness Scale (Berry, Worthington‚ Parrott, & Wade, 
2005). The scale consist of ten items (e.g., I can forgive a 
friend for almost anything) and each items ranging from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Yield total scores 
from 10 to 50 where higher scores indicate more forgiveness 
level. Turkish adaptation of this scale had been done by 
Akın, Akın, and Gediksiz (2012). The results of confirmato-
ry factor analysis indicated that the model was well fit (x²= 
106.47, df= 32, x²/df= 3,327, p <.05, RMSEA= .077, CFI= 
.89, GFI= .95, AGFI= .91, and SRMR= .062). Factor load-
ings ranged from .29 to .67. The internal consistency coeffi-
cient of the scale was .67 and the corrected item-total corre-
lations ranged from .26 to .43. 
The Social Safeness and Pleasure Scale (SSPS, Gilbert et al., 
2009). The SSPS was used to measure social safeness. It was 
developed to assess the extent to which individuals feel a 
sense of warmth, acceptance, and connectedness in their so-
cial world (Gilbert et al., 2009). Participants rate their 
agreement with 11 statements (e.g., I have a sense of being 
cared about in the world) using a Likert scale from 1 („„al-
most never‟‟) to 5 („„almost all the time‟‟). The Cronbach al-
pha coefficient of the original form was .91. Turkish adapta-
tion of this scale had been done by Akın, Uysal and Çitemel 
(2013). To assess construct validity confirmatory factor anal-
ysis was utilized and this analysis indicated that the uni-
dimensional model was well fit. The goodness of fit index 
values of the model were x²= 71.82, df= 40, x²/df= 1,795, p 
<.05, RMSEA= .048, NFI= .96, CFI= .98, IFI= .98, RFI= 
.95, GFI= .96, and SRMR= .042. The overall internal con-
sistency reliability coefficient of the scale was .82. The cor-
rected item-total correlations of SSPS ranged from .34 to 
.61.  
The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS, Diener, Emmons, 
Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). The SWLS consists of five items 
(e.g., In most ways my life is close to my ideal) using a Likert 
scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A sum 
of all scores yields a total score that ranges from 5 to 35; a 
higher score indicates a higher life satisfaction level. Turkish 
adaptation of this scale had been done by Durak, Senol-
Durak, and Gencoz (2010). They found that internal con-
sistency coefficient was .81 and the corrected item total cor-
relations ranged from .55 to .63. Results of confirmatory fac-
tor analysis indicated that the model was well fit. The good-
ness of fit index values of the model were x2/df = 2.026, p= 
.072, IFI = .994, TLI = .987, CFI = .994, SRMR = .020, and 




Firstly permission for administration of the scales to the 
participants was obtained from related chief departments. 
Than participants were informed of the purpose and of the 
voluntary nature of study and were ensured anonymity for 
all responses given. Self-report questionnaires were adminis-
tered in a quiet classroom setting and the scales were admin-
istered to the students in groups in the classrooms. To de-
termine the relationships among forgiveness, social safeness, 
and life satisfaction; the Pearson correlation coefficient and 
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regression analyses were used. In order to test whether social 
safeness mediated the link between forgiveness and life satis-
faction with regression analyses, Baron and Kenny‟s (1986) 
recommendations were followed. These analyses were car-
ried out via SPSS 13.0. 
 
Data Analysis  
 
To determine the relationships among forgiveness, social 
safeness, and life satisfaction; the Pearson correlation coeffi-
cient and hierarchical regression analyses were used. In order 
to test whether social safeness mediated the link between 
forgiveness and life satisfaction with hierarchical regression 
analyses, Baron and Kenny‟s (1986) recommendations were 




Descriptive Data and Inter-correlations 
 
Table 1 shows the means, descriptive statistics, inter-
correlations, and internal consistency coefficients of the var-
iables used. 
 
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Inter-correlations of the Variables. 
Variables 1 2 3 
1. Forgiveness 1.00   
2. Social Safeness .49** 1.00  
3. Life Satisfaction .39** .55** 1.00 
Mean  32.08 31.97 23.29 
Standard deviation 6.84 7.69 6.73 
**p<.01    
 
When Table 1 is examined, it is seen that there are signif-
icant correlations between forgiveness, social safeness, and 
life satisfaction. Forgiveness related positively to social safe-
ness (r = .49) and to life satisfaction (r = .39). On the other 
hand, social safeness was found to be positively (r = .55) re-
lated to life satisfaction.  
 
Testing the Mediating Role of Social Safeness in the 
Relationship between Forgiveness and Life Satisfac-
tion 
 
Following the steps of the mediation procedure, firstly it 
was verified that forgiveness and social safeness were posi-
tively related (β = .49, t = 9.785, p < .001, 95% CI = .44, .66, 
R2 = .24). Then it was verified that social safeness and life 
satisfaction revealed a positive relationship (β = .55, t = 
5.698, p < .001, 95% CI = .41, .57, R2 = .31). To test the 
third and last steps of mediation procedure, regression anal-
ysis was done. The results of the regression analysis demon-
strated that forgiveness was positively associated with life 
satisfaction (β = .39, t = 7.333, p < .001, 95% CI = .28, .48, 
R2 = .15). However, when social safeness and forgiveness 
were taken together in the regression analysis, the signifi-
cance of the relationship between forgiveness and life satis-
faction (β = .15 t = 2.823, p < .01, 95% CI = .33, .51, R2 = 
.33) decreased, yet the relationship between forgiveness and 
life satisfaction was significant. According to Baron and 
Kenny (1986), this result indicated a partial mediation. 
Therefore, it can be said that social safeness partially ex-
plains the relationship between forgiveness and life satisfac-




Figure 1. Standardized regression coefficients for the relationship between 
forgiveness and life satisfaction as mediated by social safeness. The stand-
ardized regression coefficient between forgiveness and life satisfaction, con-
trolling for social safeness, is in parentheses. 
** p < .001, * p < .01 
 
The present model was tested using the Sobel z test (So-
bel, 1982). The purpose of this test is to verify whether a 
mediator carries the influence of an interdependent variable 
to a dependent variable. The Sobel z test is characterized as 
being a restrictive test, and as such, assures that the verified 
results are not derived from collinearity issues. In the pre-




The purpose of this research was to investigate the relation-
ships between forgiveness social safeness, and life satisfac-
tion. Results indicated that there are significant relationships 
between these variables. As expected, results indicated that 
the relationship between forgiveness and life satisfaction was 
partially mediated by social safeness. In other words, as for-
giveness increases in this model, satisfaction with life also 
increases and social safeness plays a mediating role in that 
increase. This result is important for several reasons. The 
study suggests the importance of social safeness among 
positive relational characteristics. If individuals feel more 
themselves with safe in their social world, they may have 
more feelings of life satisfaction. In having more positive 
emotional feelings toward other people, forgiveness may be 
associated with viewing the wrongdoer with compassion in-
stead of seeking revenge and experiencing interpersonal con-
flict. And thus people with high level of forgiveness see oth-
er individuals and their social environment as less threaten-
ing and thus feel themselves in a safer world.  
In addition, some details of the results should be further 
addressed. First as hypothesized, forgiveness has positively 
predicted social safeness. Individuals with sense of social 
safeness manage their problems more effectively, participate 
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in social activities more easily, act in a pro-social manner, 
and have more optimistic thoughts about their power to 
change their life (Rothstein & Uslaner, 2005). Similarly since 
forgiveness is another positive characteristic that reduces 
motivation to seek revenge or to avoid the transgressor and 
increases compassion or sympathy (McCullough et al., 1998) 
it is also vital for maintenance of close relationships and is 
viewed as necessary for satisfying and lasting relationships 
(Lambert, Fincham, Stillman, Graham, & Beach, 2009). Also 
studies showed that both forgiveness and social safeness are 
positively related to same mental health indicators such as 
lower depression and anxiety (Gilbert, 2010; Kelly et al., 
2012), positive affect, self-esteem (Karremans et al., 2003; 
Kelly et al., 2012; Maltby et al., 2004). Therefore and con-
sistent with the results of the present study, it appears that 
greater forgiveness is positively linked to social safeness.  
Secondly, as anticipated, life satisfaction was positively 
influenced by social safeness. As life satisfaction is related to 
happiness, optimism (Sapmaz & Doğan, 2012), hope (Bailey 
et al., 2007), self-esteem (Yiğit, 2012), positive affectivity 
(Busseri et al., 2007), perceived social support (Edwards & 
Lopez 2006), positivism (Diener et al., 2000), lower loneli-
ness (Goodwin et al., 2001), diminished perceived stress 
(Extremera et al., 2009) and depression (Wong & Lim, 2009) 
and social safeness related to a plethora of adaptive variables 
that given above, the positive association of social safeness 
with life satisfaction seems very reasonable. Therefore it ap-
pears that if individuals have a positive family and social en-
vironment which contribute to and enhance their sense of 
social safeness, then they may increase their satisfaction with 
life level. 
Thirdly, social safeness partially mediated the relation-
ship between forgiveness and life satisfaction. This result ex-
tends what is known about forgiveness and its link to life 
satisfaction. Although studies have indicated that forgiveness 
can substantially influence life satisfaction, no research has 
addressed factors that might mediate these relationships. In 
other words, literature is unclear about in which direction a 
social variable relates with forgiveness. The results of this 
study are particularly interesting because it suggested that 
forgiveness influences life satisfaction through social safe-
ness.  
Limitations of the study should be acknowledged. First 
of all, perhaps the most important limitation is that the re-
sults obtained in this study should not be generalized neither 
to all university students nor to other student populations, 
since the data were collected at just one university. Although 
this sample allowed for greater freedom from volunteer se-
lection, it also constrained the variability of participant char-
acteristics, including age, socio-economic status, and educa-
tion level. Therefore further study is required to assess the 
relationships between forgiveness, social safeness, and life 
satisfaction that targeting other student populations to gen-
erate more solid relationships among the constructs exam-
ined in this study. Secondly, as correlational statistics were 
utilized, no definitive statements can be made about causali-
ty. Third, the data reported here for forgiveness, social safe-
ness, and life satisfaction are limited to self-reported data 
and did not use a qualitative measure of these variables. And 
last Cronbach alphas‟ were low for especially Forgiveness 
Scale, however they were acceptable in behavioral science. 
In conclusion, this investigation shows that forgiveness 
affects social safeness directly and life satisfaction both di-
rectly and indirectly via social safeness. People who have 
higher level of forgiveness are more likely to be high in life 
satisfaction and in social safeness. The results also suggest 
that forgiveness plays a key role in supporting well-being. 
Hence, the current findings contribute to our understanding 
of the relationships between forgiveness, social safeness, and 
life satisfaction. Mental health professionals may develop re-
search to assess the effectiveness of forgiveness improve-
ment programs to help university students to increase social 
safeness, to have better mental health, and ultimately to in-
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